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In general, accrued interest may be added to the principal of a claim in the determination of 
the amount in controversy unless the law fixes the jurisdiction at a certain amount exclusive 
of interest. 


In some jurisdictions, if the law does not expressly exclude interest in making up the jurisdictional 
amount, interest due upon the amount involved at the time the action is brought may be added 
to determine the amount in controversy for jurisdictional purposes. ! Other state statutes provide, 
however, that accrued interest is not normally considered in determining the amount in controversy 
for jurisdictional purposes, under provisions fixing the court's jurisdictional limitations exclusive 


of interest.” Under a provision to that effect, interest cannot be included in the equation used to 
calculate the amount in controversy for purposes of the court's jurisdiction under a demand for an 
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unspecified value of interest on the purported value of property below the court's jurisdictional 


threshold.° Under exclusionary provisions, no distinction is made between interest imposed as a 
penalty for delay in payment and interest exacted as the agreed upon price for the hire of money, 
nor for situations in which the interest is an essential ingredient or integral part of the plaintiff's 


principal claim rather than a mere accessory demand; the statutory exclusion applies regardless.“ 
Under some statutes, however, while interest sought eo nomine is not taken into account in 


determining the jurisdiction of the court, interest sought as an element of damages is included.” 


In other jurisdictions, accrued interest is included in the calculation for jurisdictional purposes and 


thus is added to the principal amount claimed on an action,° and interest allegedly due on note is 
part of the amount sought to be recovered for purposes the court's jurisdictional limit, excluding 


only court awarded interest.’ However, interest sought in an action on a promissory note could not 
be included for purposes of determining if the court's jurisdictional limit was exceeded when the 


interest was merely court-awarded interest and not a right to interest pursuant to the note.® 
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The statutory definition of interest for this purpose does not evince a legislative intent to distinguish 
contractually agreed interest and court awarded interest, including both in calculations of the jurisdictional 


amount. 
N.Y.—McPartland v. Young, 31 Misc. 3d 1237(A), 930 N.Y.S.2d 175 (Dist. Ct. 2011). 


8 N.Y.—Metrotran Advertising Trust Fund v. Cado Trans., Inc., 156 Misc. 2d 725, 601 N.Y.S.2d 684 (N.Y. 
City Civ. Ct. 1993). 
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